
Community-Managed Irrigated Agriculture Sector Project–Additional Financing (RRP NEP 33209) 

INDIGENOUS PEOPLES SCREENING FRAMEWORK 
 
A. The Project and Context 
   
 1. The Project 
 
1. The proposed Community Managed Irrigated Agriculture Sector Project Additional 
Financing (CMIASP-AF) aims to rehabilitate 77 farmer managed irrigation systems (FMIS) 
and support the rehabilitation and partial management transfer of 5 agency-managed 
irrigation systems (AMIS).  The project will respond to requests from water user associations 
(WUAs) in areas where at least 40% households have landholdings less than 0.5 ha in the 
hills and 1.0 ha in the terai. The project will strengthen WUAs so they represent all water 
users within the command area, and improve WUA capacity in system management and 
equitable distribution of water across different reaches of the irrigation system.  The project 
is expected to upgrade irrigation infrastructure to (i) enhance supplementary irrigation during 
the monsoon season and (ii) where possible, provide irrigation for a second and/or third crop 
in the summer and/or winter season.   
 
2. Physical improvements of the systems will be supplemented by WUA training in 
effective water use and system maintenance, and the provision of irrigated agriculture 
extension to ensure improved water use efficiency and increased irrigated agriculture 
productivity. Improved irrigation efficiency is expected to lead to higher crop yields, better 
returns to farmers and lower prices of basic commodities. Where possible and feasible, 
groundwater use may supplement surface water resources, especially in water-short 
irrigation systems. 
 
3. The project expects to reach areas with high percentages of Janajatis (indigenous 
peoples). However, the ADB Indigenous Peoples (IP) safeguard requirements will not be 
triggered because the project does not directly or indirectly affect their dignity, human rights, 
livelihood systems, or culture or cultural properties. The project is demand driven, based on 
voluntary donation of land for the benefit of the poor,  disadvantaged and vulnerable people, 
including the Janajatis. Consequently, the project is categorized as ‘C’ for ADB’s IP 
safeguard. This Indigenous Peoples Screening Framework (IPSF) provides due diligence 
guidance for screening subprojects that may have adverse impacts on the Janajatis, which 
would be automatically screened out from the subproject consideration. 

 

 2. ADB’s Indigenous Peoples Safeguard Policy 
 

4. The objective of ADB’s IP safeguards is to design and implement projects in a way 
that fosters full respect for the IPs’ identity, dignity, human rights, livelihood systems, and 
cultural uniqueness as defined by the IPs themselves so that they (i) receive culturally 
appropriate social and economic benefits, (ii) do not suffer adverse impacts as a result of 
projects, and (iii) can participate actively in projects that affect them. 

 
5. The term IP is used in a generic sense to refer to a distinct, vulnerable, social, and 
cultural group possessing the following characteristics in varying degrees: 

 

(i) self-identification as members of a distinct indigenous cultural group and 
recognition of this identity by others; 

(ii) collective attachment to geographically distinct habitats or ancestral territories 
in the project area and to the natural resources in these habitats and 
territories; 

(iii) customary cultural, economic, social, or political institutions that are separate 
from those of the dominant society and culture; and 
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(iv) a distinct language, often different from the official language of the country or 
region. 

 

6. In considering these characteristics, national legislation, customary law, and any 
international conventions to which the country is a party is taken into account. 

 
7. A group that has lost collective attachment to geographically distinct habitats or 
ancestral territories in the project area because of forced severance remains eligible for 
coverage under ADB’s Safeguards Policy Statement (SPS) 2009.  

 

8. The IP safeguards are triggered if a project directly or indirectly affects the dignity, 
human rights, livelihood systems, or culture of IPs or affects the territories or natural or 
cultural resources that IPs own, use, occupy, or claim as their ancestral domain or asset. 
 
 3. Government of Nepal Policy on Indigenous Peoples  
 
9. The Government of Nepal (GON) defines IPs and their numbers in the National 
Foundation for the Development of Indigenous Nationalities Act, 2002. This legislation 
established the National Foundation for the Development of Indigenous Nationalities (NFIN) 
with the mandate to work for the overall development of indigenous nationalities. 
 
10. The indigenous nationalities in Nepal’s context are Janajatis/Adivasis defined as a 
tribe, community or ethnic group having its own language, traditional rites and customs, 
distinct cultural identity, distinct social structure, with written or unwritten history.  
 
11. The relevant national laws and regulations governing IPs include the Interim 
Constitution of Nepal, the Three Year Interim Plan (2013-2016), NFDIN Act 2002, Irrigation 
Policy 2013, Forest Act 1993, and Local Self Governance Act 1999. Their salient features 
are described below in the matrix (Table 1). 
 
 4. Common Features between National Laws and Regulations, and ADB  
  Safeguard Policy Statement 
 
12. The national laws and regulations have the following common features with ADB’s 
Safeguard Policy Statement. Table 1 summarizes Nepal’s national legislations, rules and 
regulations related to the Indigenous Peoples. 

 
(i) preserve and promote indigenous peoples cultures; 
 
(ii) preserve and promote the traditional knowledge, skills, technologies, and 

special know-how of IP; and 
 
(iii) provide assistance in the making of an equitable society through the social, 

economic, religious and cultural enhancement of IP 
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Table1.  Review of National Acts, Rules and Regulations on Indigenous Peoples 

 

 5.  Indigenous Peoples in Nepal 
 
13. Nepal is a multi-ethnic, multi-lingual, multi-religious, and multi-cultural country 
dominated by Hindu Brahmin-Chhetri castes that comprise 30% of the population. The 2011 
census identifies 125 different caste/ethnic groups with 123 languages and practicing a mix 
of Hindu, Buddhist, Kirat, Animism, Christian and Muslim religions. The Brahmin-Chhetri 
castes comprise 30% of the population, and Dalits 13%.  About 50% of the population speak 
Nepali as their mother tongue. 
 
14. The term indigenous people (IP) in the Nepali context is taken to refer to Janajati or 
ethnic groups which maintain a cultural, social and linguistic identity distinct from 
mainstream Nepali speaking groups. The Government of Nepal lists 59 IP/Janajati groups 
spread across all ecological regions of the country. 
 

15. The IPs comprise 37% of the country’s total 26 million people.  Larger IPs include the 
Magar (7.1%) Tharu (6.7%), Tamang (5.6%), Newar (5.5%), Rai (2.8%), Gurung (2.39%), 
Limbu (1.58%), and Sherpa (0.68%). The remaining groups have populations less than 
0.46% with some having only a few hundred people (e.g. Raute). 
 

SN Indigenous People Acts, 
Rules and Regulations  

Description 

1 Interim Constitution of 
Nepal, 2007  

The Interim Constitution of 2007 recognizes the diversity of 
Nepal (Article 3) and defines the country as a secular, inclusive 
and democratic State (Article 4). It recognizes the right of each 
ethnic groups to preserve and promote its language and 
cultural heritage, as well as to receive basic education in its 
mother tongue (Article 17).  In addition, the document explicitly 
recognizes the rights of Adivasi Janajati to “participate in State 
structures on the basis of principles of proportional inclusion” 
(Article 21), and, further, authorizes the State to implement 
special measures “for the protection, empowerment and 
advancement of indigenous nationalities” (Article 13). 

2  Three Years Interim Plan 
Paper (2013–2016)  

Includes policies for inclusive development of IPs and other 
disadvantaged groups: (i) creating an environment for social 
inclusion; (ii) participation of disadvantaged groups in policy 
and decision making; (iii) developing special programs for 
disadvantaged groups; (iv) positive discrimination or 
reservation in education, and employment.; (v) protection of 
their culture, language, and knowledge; (vi) proportional 
representation in development; and (vii) making the country’s 
entire economic framework socially inclusive.  

3  National Federation of 
Indigenous Nationalities 
(NFIN) Act 2002  

Gives mandate for NFDIN to work for the overall development 
of the indigenous nationalities by formulating and implementing 
programs relating to the social, educational, economic and 
cultural development of indigenous nationalities, and promoting 
their languages, scripts, cultures, arts, histories traditional 
knowledge, skills, and technologies.  

4 Irrigation Policy 2013 Requires water users associations to have least 33% women, 
including representation of Janajatis and Dalits.  

5  Forest Act 1993  Emphasizes protection and promotion of IPs knowledge and 
cultural heritage.  

6 Local Self-Governance 
Act 1999  

Gives power to the local political bodies, including authority to 
promote, preserve and protect IPs’ language, religion, culture  
and welfare.  
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16. Although no single IP commands a majority, particular ethnic groups are dominant in 
selected geographical areas and districts.  As a result they comprise a local majority while 
constituting a national minority. For instance, the Rais and Limbus are dominant in the 
eastern hill districts, Tamangs and Newars in the central hills and the Tharus in several 
western terai districts.   
 

17. The National Federation of Indigenous Nationalities (NFIN) has classified IPs into five 
categories (advantaged, disadvantaged, marginalized, highly marginalized and  endangered) 
based on population size, and socio-economic variables such as literacy, housing, 
landholding, occupation, language and area of residence.   
 

18. IPs who were previously involved in the Trans-Himalayan trade and are currently 
involved in various businesses (Newar, Thakali, and Sherpa) or those with a long history of 
employment in the Indian and British armies (Gurung, Magar, Rai, and Limbu) are better off 
economically and have raised their social and economic status.  These groups have used 
their income to improve their HDI, demonstrated by their higher literacy rates compared to 
IPs from the terai (e.g.Tharu).   
 
19. However, in general, the incidence of poverty is higher for IPs. And, while in the hills 
most IPs speak and understand Nepali the official  language,  terai IP groups’  (e.g. Tharu) 
lack of fluency in the Nepali language constrain their participation.  In addition, women and 
disadvantaged/vulnerable groups’ limited interaction with government officials inhibit their 
meaningful participation in public forums and in decision making processes. 
 

 
20. Of the 59 IP groups 10 are classified as endangered either for being very small in 
size (e.g. Lepcha and Meche) or those who did not integrate with the larger society through, 
for example, schooling and service (e.g. Raute, Chepang). These groups live in rural areas, 
are either hunters and gatherers, or live off forest resources (Table 2). 
 

Table 2. Indigenous Peoples and their Level of Marginalization 

Ecological 
Zones 

Categories of Indigenous Groups/Nationalities 
 

Endangered Highly 
marginalized 

Marginalized Disadvantaged Advanced 

Mountain - 
Siya, Thudam, 
Shingsawa  

Bhote, Dolpo,  Larke, 
Lhopa, Mugali, 
Topkegola, Walung 

Bara Gaunle, Byanshi,          
Chhairotan, Marpahali, 
Sherpa, Tangbe, 
Tingaule 

Thakali 

Hill 
Bankariya, 
Hayu, Surel, 
Kushbadiya, 
Lepcha,    

Baramu, 
Thami, 
Chepang 

Bhujel,  Dura,           
Pahari Phree, 
Sunuwar, Tamang 

Chantyal, Gurung,                        
Jhirel, Limbu ,Magar,                                 
Rai, Yakha, Hyolmo 

Newar 

Inner Terai 
Raji, Raute, 
Kusunda 

Bote, 
Danuwar, 
Majhi 

Darai,  Kumhal 
- - 

Terai 
Kisan,  Meche Dhanuk, Satar 

Jhangad,   
Dhimal Gangai, 
Rajbanshi, Tajpuriya 
Tharu 

- - 

Total 10 12 20 15 2 

Source: The National Foundation for Development of Indigenous Nationalities (NFIN) 2005 
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 6. CMIASP Experience  

 

21. The Community Managed Irrigated Agriculture Sector Project (CMIASP) expected to 
reach areas with high percentages of IPs living in geographically marginal rural areas of the 
central and eastern development regions. The majority of the beneficiaries comprised IP 
groups at 52% followed by Brahmin/Chhetris (44%) and Dalits (4%) 

 
22. Disaggregating Janajati beneficiaries by NFIN’s classification there were no Janajatis 
belonging to the endangered category. Janajatis belonging to the marginalized, 
disadvantaged and advanced categories were found across all subprojects. Only one 
subproject had a few Janajatis belonging to the highly marginalized category.   
 
23. Analysis of four subprojects shows that the Janajati group and Brahmin Chhetri 
castes have somewhat similar landholding size in the terai at 1.03 ha and 0.94 ha 
respectively. In the hills the Janajati groups have slightly larger landholdings at 0.91 
compared to 0.81 of the mainstream groups (Table 3). Across all subprojects the Dalits have 
the smallest landholdings in both the hills (0.48 ha) and the terai (0.53 ha).  

 

Table 3. Average Landholding Size of IP Groups 

   Paliya ISP 

Jhapa 

Tanting 

Jhapa 

Ingla khola 

 Ilam 

Dovhan 

Okhaldhunga 

Category hh No Avg 

land 

Ha 

hh 

No  

Avg 

land 

ha  

hh 

No 

Avg 

land 

ha 

hh 

 No 

Avg 

land 

ha 

1 Endangered  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2 Highly Marginalized 0 0 6 0.33 0 0 0 0 

3 Marginalized 13  1.05 17 0.26 0 0 6 1.20 

4 Disadvantaged 45 0.90 36 1.32 203 0.76 12 0.77 

5 Advanced 25 1.18 9 1.97 5 0.11 0 0.00 

  All  Janajati 83 1.01 68 1.06 208 0.75 18 0.91 

6 Dalit 2 0.60 8 0.53 3 0.48 21 0.48 

7 

Brahmin/Chhetri/ 

Others 144 1.07 176 0.81 55 0.86 86 0.81 

Source. NGO Reports 

 
24. The disadvantaged category of IP which comprise groups such as the Rais, Limbu 
and Magar with access to the British and Indian army recruitment centers have improved 
their economic status vis-à-vis the mainstream groups.  These groups are popularly known 
as “Lahure”, a term used in the local context to denote wealth and high status in the 
community. 
 
25. Impacts on the IP communities, whether positive or negative, were generally not 
different from those on others with the same socio-economic status and landholding.  The 
Janajati groups were noted not to be any different from other castes or group in terms of 
their livelihood pattern, social, economic, health and educational status.  The Janajatis, like 
the mainstream groups, engage in subsistence farming. Subprojects are farmer driven and 
were not prepared unless requested by the community. 

 

26. No collective attachment to geographically distinct habitats or ancestral territories in 
the project area and to the natural resources in these habitats and territories is reported. In 
addition no specific forest, land, and water bodies were reported to be linked to IP rituals,  
shrines, or place of worship  All lands were either owner cultivated, or sharecropped or on 
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contract under informal arrangements. No communal land, or land with ancestral/cultural 
identities were affected as a result of the project.  

 
27. During the preparation of CMIASP in 2004, IP issues were found to be insignificant in 
the three sample subprojects. The beneficiary group comprised an ethnic local majority but a 
national minority, and it was concluded any negative impacts on ethnic minorities was 
unlikely. Safeguards for inclusiveness included subproject selection criteria that required the 
WUA executive committee to constitute the same proportion of its social profile as the 
population of the command area or larger.  

 
28. The CMIASP consultants’ mid-term review report in 2010 indicated that the 
composition of the WUA executive committee reflected the social profile of the command 
area. Reviewing a sample of WUA executive members it was found that Janajatis held key 
WUA positions (chair, vice chair, and treasurer) in 9 out of 11 hill subprojects.    
 

 7. Projected Impacts on the Indigenous Peoples Communities 
 

29. The project will bring improvement for all beneficiaries, including the IP communities, 
in terms of access to irrigation, increased yields and agricultural productivity, and improve 
food security, incomes and livelihoods. The inclusion of IPs in the proposed sub-projects is 
expected to be high, as the project targets geographically marginal rural areas where IPs 
dominate in terms of population.  

 
30. The subprojects are demand- driven, meaning, a subproject will not be selected for 
rehabilitation unless it has been requested by the community through its WUA and signed by 
at least 70% beneficiary households. There will be no involuntary acquisition of land and any 
additional land required for the improvement of the existing irrigation systems will be fulfilled 
through demand-driven and voluntary land donation. The screening criteria also includes a 
requirement that the community is able to form a WUA with proportionate representation of 
its social profile for sub-project implementation, a fair system of grievance redress, and a 
system for project monitoring and reporting (cf. CMIASP-AF Voluntary Land Donation 
Framework).  

 
31. The IPs are not expected to be affected adversely or at all by the proposed project, 
whether it is through loss of livelihoods, displacement or impacts on their social and cultural 
identity. Impacts on IPs are expected to be positive, as IPs living in subproject areas will 
benefit from access to irrigation, increased agricultural yields, and improved food security. 
Therefore, it is expected that the proposed project will impact indigenous peoples only in a 
positive way.  

 
32. The proposed project is therefore not expected to impact IPs any differently than 
other vulnerable groups. The concerns of the poor IPs are very similar to those of non-
indigenous vulnerable groups, notably Dalits, marginal farmers and, to some extent, women.  
 
B. Indigenous Peoples Screening Framework (IPSF) 
 
 1. Objectives 
 
33. The IPSF comprises a due diligence exercise for screening proposed subprojects for 
negative impacts on the IP communities and includes a strategy for consultations and 
participation and realization of project benefits, specifically enhancing participation by the 
indigenous peoples. The IPSF is developed based on GON national policies/strategies as 
well as ADB’s Indigenous Peoples Policy, and utilizing the findings of the CMIASP. The 
principal objectives of the IPSF are to: 
 



7 

 
 

(i) design and provide implementing guidance for subprojects to screen for IP 
presence in a subproject and any possible negative impacts on them; 

(ii) ensure the participation of the potentially beneficiary IPs in the entire process 
of preparation, implementation, and monitoring of subproject activities; 

(iii)  ensure that the IP communities receive culturally appropriate social and 

 economic project benefits; and 

(iv)  define the institutional arrangements for IP screening and monitoring. 
 

 2. Strategy for IP Participation and Impacts Screening 
 
  2.1  Meaningful Consultation and Enhancing Participation 
 
34. After a subproject has been selected, the Irrigation Development Division or Irrigation 
Development Subdivision (IDD), Social Mobilizer (consultant), and others will conduct a 
detailed walk-through of the irrigation system with the farmers/irrigation users. It is at this 
stage that the Social Mobilizer begins to collect detailed socio-economic data on residents in 
subproject areas and will screen for IP presence. The Social Mobilizer will identify 
households who may find it difficult to meaningfully participate relative to local elites.  
 
35. The project’s consultation, participation and communications plan outlines additional 
activities such as coaching and social development for IPs to enhance participation. The 
objective of the plan is to (i) ensure that meaningful participation begins early in the project 
preparation stage and is carried out on an ongoing basis throughout the project cycle; (ii) 
provide timely disclosure of relevant and adequate information; (iii) ensure subproject 
activities are undertaken in an atmosphere free of intimidation or coercion, are gender 
inclusive and responsive, and are tailored to the needs of disadvantaged and vulnerable 
groups; (iv) and ensure that the views of all categories of beneficiaries are incorporated into 
decision making. 
 

  2.2  Screening for Negative Impacts  
 
36. Screening against the sub-project criteria will be undertaken by field based Social 
Mobilizers (SMs).  An Indigenous Peoples impact screening checklist has been prepared 
(Annex) that will be used for each proposed subproject during Scheme Verification for 
screening out any subproject that will have an adverse impact on the IP communities. The 
SMs will screen for IP presence and impacts on them using the IP impact screening 
checklist. If the answer for questions 3-5 and 7-8 is a ‘Yes’, the subproject is non-compliant 
and inconsistent with the requirements for IP safeguard category ‘C’, and will be dropped. 
 
  2.3  Institutional Arrangement 

 

37. IP issues and activities, along with other project safeguards which are interrelated, 
including capacity building to enhance outcomes for IPs will be the responsibility of the 
Social Development Specialists (SDS) in the RIDs. The SDS will train the Social Mobilizers 
(SMs) who, with technical guidance from the SDS, will carry out IP participation 
enhancement activities. As indicated, the SMs will screen for IP presence using the IP 
impact screening form and do coaching, etc. and the SDSs will monitor and report.   
 

  2.4 Grievance Redress Mechanism 

 
38. The IPs grievance redress mechanism will be the same as set out in the Voluntary 
Land Donation Framework. A Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRC) will be established in 
each subproject area to receive, evaluate, and facilitate resolution of affected people’s 
concerns, complaints, and grievances about the social and environmental performance of 
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the project. Each GRC will be chaired by the relevant IDD chief. Members comprise two 
WUA representatives (a male and a female), the assigned IDD engineer, a member of the 
ward citizen’s advisory group, and an elderly person from the subproject area (as 
independent member). The GRC can invite others to participate in its discussions as 
appropriate to the case. 
 
39. The social mobilizer (consultant) assigned to the subproject will be responsible to 
form the GRC and advise subproject residents of its existence. A complainant can register 
grievances in the “grievance register book” kept in the WUA office. The register will 
document (i) date of grievance registered, (ii) name/address of complainant, and (iii) nature 
of grievance. The GRC will prepare a written assessment that describes the complaint and 
confirms whether the grievance is genuine. A response on the matter will be provided to the 
complainant within 7 days by the GRC. In case the GRC is unable to resolve the issue in 7 
days, the matter will be forwarded to the office of chief district officer (CDO), who will 
investigate, assess and resolve the issue within 30 days of receiving the grievance. The 
corrective action will be carried out as agreed and documented in the grievance register 
book. The outcome shall also form part of the progress reports to ADB. During the entire 
process, the alternative to appeal at court will remain open if the complainant wishes. The 
details and information on use of this grievance redress mechanism will be communicated to 
the local stakeholders by social mobilizers and community organizers working in the 
subproject area. 
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ANNEX. INDIGENOUS PEOPLES IMPACT SCREENING CHECKLIST 
 

Name of Subproject Region 

District 

Brief description of the proposed subproject: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Impact on indigenous peoples (IPs)) Yes  No Remarks 

1.  Are IPs belonging to the Endangered category listed 
below present in subproject locations?  
(Bankariya, Hayu, Kusbadiya,Kusunda,Lepcha, Surel 
Raji, Raute Kisan, Meche/Bodo) 
 

   

 

2.  Are other IPs present in subproject locations?    

3.  Will the subproject restrict their economic and social 
activity and make them vulnerable? 
 

   

4.  Will the subproject cause a change to their 
socioeconomic and cultural integrity? 
 

   

5.  Will the subproject disrupt their community life? 
 

   

6.  Will the project positively affect their livelihoods? 
 

   

7.  Will the project alter or undermine the recognition of 
their traditional knowledge, preclude customary 
behaviors? 
 

   

8.  Will there be loss of incomes and livelihoods? 
 

   

 


